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Figure 12.  North and east walls of Building T4561 before demonstration at Fort
Meade.

Figure 13.  XRF reading being taken before sand blasting at Fort Meade.
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Figure 14.  Polyethylene tarps create a continuous ground cover to protect
soil at Fort Meade.

Figure 15.  Completed enclosure for waste containment at Fort Meade.
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Description     Cost ($)

Labor, 2 day, 4 workers (average wage &benefits)
Abrasive
Blastox®

Fuel (equipment only)
Disposal ($60 per ton plus handling)
Testing
Containment supplies
Safety equipment

1,600
250
300
50

250
225
225
100

Total direct costs
Total area of paint removed (sq ft)
Total cost per sq ft

$3,000
1,200
$     2.50

Table 6.  Direct cost to contractor at Fort Meade.

Figure 16.  The end result: a lead-hazard free building at Fort Meade.

Table 7.  Personal air monitors results at Forte Meade.

Personal Air Monitor                       Worker #                                 Day #                       Lead Levels (µg/m3)

#3 1 1 38.0                

                   #4 2 1 65.0                

                   #5 1 2 19.0                

                   #6 2 2 316.0                

Notes:

1.  The maximum airborne lead levels are 2500 µg/m3 (1.25 mg/m3) as established by 29 CFR 1926.62 (b) (2) (c),        

table 1 for the types of masks used, which were full face,negative pressure cartridge respirators.

2.  Samples were taken with an air flow of 2.5 L/min.

3.  There was no reported increase in the blood lead levels of the workers for this project.
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Figure 17.  East side of Sewage Treatment Building at Fort Carson.

Figure 18.  Containment of the Fort Carson site.
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Description Cost ($)

Labor, 4 days, 14 work days
Abrasive/Blastox®

Fuel
55 gal drums (for disposal)
Tarps/plastic (used and disposed of)
Production supplies
Safety supplies

5,862
350
115
345
632
190
991

Total direct costs
Total area of paint removed (sq ft)
Total cost/sq ft

$8,485
3,100
$     2.74

Table 12.  Direct cost to contractor, Fort Carson.

Figure 19.  Sewage Treatment Plant at Fort Carson following abatement,
showing nonhazardous waste placed in proper containers.



Editor's Note
This page is intentionally blank.



USACERL TR 96/20 55

*
Pinesol is a trademark of the Clorox Co., 1228-T Broadway, Oakland, CA; Mr. Clean is a trademark of the Procter
and Gamble Co., One Procter & Gamble Plaza, Cincinnati, OH; Ledizolv is a trademark of Hin-Cor Industries, Inc.,
136 Sea Island Parkway, Suite 10502, Beuford, SC.

Figure 20.  Fort Hood site before abatement, with ground and window covers
in place.

Field Testing Results: Fort Hood, TX

Figure 20 shows the Fort Hood FHU before abatement with the ground and window
covers in place.  The field test results are very similar to those of Fort Carson because
they were performed with the same specifications, including the 100 percent
containment (Figure 21).  As a result, the air-monitoring results were very low (Table
13) and the TCLP results were all less then 1 ppm (Tables 14 and 15).  The cost for this
abatement was comparable to that of Fort Carson, from $2.74 to $2.77 per sq ft (Table
16).

Wipe samples were taken before abatement began, after the paint was removed, and
after cleaning each area with one of four cleaners; Pinesol®, Mr. Clean®, Ledizolv™, and
trisodiumphosphate solution (TSP).*  Table 17 summarizes the wipe sample results.

There was lead dust present before abatement; however, the amount significantly
increased during the removal process.  With simple cleaning after abatement, the
amount of lead present was near the amount present before abatement, and when Mr.
Clean™ was used, the lead levels were actually lower than present before abatement.
Figure 22 shows the exterior wood surface after abatement. 
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Figure 21.  Containment erected and lead paint abatement in progress at Fort
Hood.
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Interior Location

Pre-
Abatement

Existing Dust

Post-
Abatement

Before
Washing

Post-
Abatement

After Washing

Post-
Abatement

Washing Agent

Washing
Agent Percent

Reduction

Passed
Clearance
Standard

Laundry room floor
Living room floor
Bedroom #2 floor
Bedroom #3 floor
Living room floor
Living room window
Bedroom #2 window

4.65
46.45
9.29
9.29

46.45
659.61
306.58

232.26
55.74
74.32
83.61
55.74

2053.16
2155.35

55.74
9.29

27.87
27.87
9.29

222.97
445.93

Pinesol
Pinesol
Ledisolv
Ledisolv

Mr. Clean
Mr. Clean

TSP

76%
83%
63%
67%
83%
89%
79%

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Notes:
1. Values are converted from µg/cm2 to µgm/ft2 for ease in comparing to EPA clearance levels for lead in dust and soil.
2. Samples from living room and bedroom #2 windows are assumed to be from window sills, which have a clearance level of

500 µg/ft2.
3. Exercise caution in interpreting effectiveness of washing agents based on limited number of samples and unspecified wipe

collection and analysis protocols.
4. Restrictions may apply to washing agents in areas accessible to young children.

Table 17.  Summary of Fort Hood wipe sample results.

Figure 22.  Fort Hood site with abatement completed and wood prepared for
repainting.
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Sample Type Location Flow Rate Time Elapsed (min) Air Collected (L)
Lead

(µg/m3)

02-01
02-02
02-03
02-04

Rem
Rem
Prs
Prs

40 ft downwind
40 ft upwind

Person 1
Person 2

3.4
3.4
2.0
2.0

455
455
300
300

1547
1547
600
600

20.77
< 3.23

1955.42
<6.33

Table 18.  Air monitoring for Fort Meade, Water Tank #8.

Figure 25.  A section of the Fort Meade water tank that has been abrasive
blasted.
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Sample ID
TCLP Lead Result

(mg/L)

TCLP Calcium
Result
(mg/L)

8
9

10
11
12
13

0.157
<0.1
<0.1

2.41
0.132

<0.1

687
698
709
678
679
757

Table 19.  TCLP results for Fort Meade, Water Tank #8.

Figure 26.  Work in progress on the water tank supports.
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